Trust is a defining concept in the legal, organizational, and behavioral debate surrounding charity and charitable giving. It forms the basis upon which charity law is grounded and has informed the legal and organizational development of the charitable sector throughout 4 centuries of history (Herzlinger, 1996; Mullin, 1995) .
More than this, successive contemporary studies have pointed to the important role that trust plays in defining both the credibility and legitimacy of the charity sector and in affording it a higher moral tone than the private or public sectors in the minds of regulators, supporters, the media, and the general public. Fundraising cost inefficiency, abuse, and criminality find common ground in the media and in regulator interpretation as abuses of the public trust in charity (Hind, 1995; Tonkiss & Passey, 1999) . Authors such as Fukuyama (1995) have argued that this is a matter of particular significance Note: The authors would like to express their gratitude for the help and assistance of Professor Arthur Money and Professor Juergen Kaehler in preparing the final draft of this work. We would also like to thank the three anonymous reviewers for their detailed and helpful comments. Any remaining errors are entirely the responsibility of the authors. and interest, not only for the health of the sector per se but also for that of the wider society of which it forms a part. For Fukuyama, voluntary organizations play a pivotal role in generating broader social trust that can, in turn, affect the efficient running of the national economy. Indeed, as Herzlinger (1996) noted, when nonprofit organizations fail, the breach of the public trust can be devastating.
One key aspect of trust in the voluntary sector that has been recognized for some time is the central role it plays in the development of donor, charity, and beneficiary relationships (Sargeant & Lee, 2002) . According to Burnett (1992) , the fostering of trust between donors and the organizations they choose to support should be a decisive factor in facilitating the elevation of fundraising activity above that of commercial marketing. The moral force engendered by trust in the solicitation process has dominated the development of both academic and practitioner writing on the nature of fundraising for the past 40 years (Bruce, 1994; Drucker, 1990; Kotler & Andreasen, 1991; Mullin, 1995; Sumption, 1995) .
In recognition of the pivotal role that trust is felt to play in fostering giving, the U.K. government is taking an increasing interest in the topic, with Prime Minister Blair indicating, "It is crucially important that public trust and confidence in the charitable and not-for-profit sector should be maintained and if possible increased" (Strategy Unit, 2002, p. 6) . The greater trust the government feels equates to greater giving and engagement in general with the voluntary sector. The maintenance of public goodwill necessary to support both donating and volunteering activity is consistently tied directly to the presence of, and the promotion of, trust as the enduring and central relationship that sustains the sector as a whole (Charity Commission, 2001 Strategy Unit, 2002 ).
Yet despite a general recognition that trust is important for the sectorindeed, for many it constitutes the very foundation on which voluntary organizations are built (Seligman, 1998) -there have been few attempts to actually operationalize the construct and explore its relationship with behaviors of interest such as charitable giving. Policy makers and senior practitioners have struggled with wholly incompatible operationalizations of the construct (Sargeant & Lee, 2002) and offer a number of entirely unsubstantiated claims for the relationship between trust and charitable giving. However intuitive it might be, there has been no empirical research to date to establish the existence of such a link-a major gap given that organizational strategy and public policy decisions continue to be based on this premise (Strategy Unit, 2002) .
The nature of this relationship also matters. Is it direct or perhaps indirect, mediated through other relevant constructs, notably relationship commitment? The marketing and psychology literatures have consistently demonstrated, both theoretically and empirically, that in relationships between individuals and between individuals and organizations, the notion of commitment is pivotal in shaping behavior and acts to mediate the impact of trust on behavioral outcomes (Agnew, Van Lange, Rusbult, & Langston, 1998; Gruen, Summers, & Acito, 2000; Lydon & Zanna, 1990; McCort, 1994; Rusbult, 1983) . There is thus sufficient evidence to suggest that one should at least explore the relationship between trust, commitment, and behavior in the nonprofit context and to determine whether the learning from other contexts is equally applicable here. If trust is indeed mediated by commitment, strategy, and policy decisions aimed at bolstering trust, they will not in themselves have the desired impact on behavior unless and until similar steps are undertaken to inculcate commitment.
In this article, it is our intention to address this issue and to determine the nature of the relationship, if any, between trust, commitment, and behavior. We begin by defining the central constructs, develop an operationalization thereof, postulate and test a hypothesized model of their interaction, and explore the implications of our findings for both professional practice and subsequent research.
TRUST
The extant literature on trust is diffuse, spanning many different disciplines such as social psychology (Deutsch, 1960; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996) , sociology (Lewis & Weigert, 1985; Strub & Priest, 1976) , economics (Dasgupta, 1988) , and, more recently, marketing (E. Anderson & Weitz, 1989; Choi & Rifon, 2002; Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987 ) and e-commerce (Lee & Turban, 2001; McKnight & Chervany, 2002; Morrison & Firmstone, 2000) . Marketing interest in the topic has been driven by the burgeoning topic of relationship marketing with trust seen as being crucial to the fostering of long-term customer relationships Morgan & Hunt, 1994) . It has been argued that trust-based relationships are more enduring and free both parties from the minutia of today's transactions to consider the longer term. Similarly, Barney and Hansen (1994) argued that trust in relationships enables companies to reduce the transaction costs associated with activities such as bargaining and monitoring (see also Sohn, 1994) .
Definitions of trust vary greatly in their content and scope and exhibit conflict between philosophical and psychological perspectives. However, the majority of the literature on trust may be grouped into one of two categoriesnamely, holistic studies addressing the role of trust in facilitating the adequate functioning of an economy/society (Hardin, 2002; Hirschman, 1984; Perelman, 1998) or those electing to focus on the role of trust in specific sets of circumstances such as negotiation situations or customer-supplier relationships (Barnes, 1981; McKnight, Choudhury, & Kacmar, 2002; Suh & Han, 2003) .
In respect of the former, Fukuyama (1995) regarded trust as a function of collective values, social networks, and cultural ethics that underpin economic cohesion and growth. Indeed, a number of authors agree that national economic efficiency is highly correlated with the existence of a high trust in the
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institutional environment (Casson, 1990; Hill, 1995) . For Uslaner (1997) , this is generalized trust that the author regarded as including notions of social capital, shared values, and a basis for collective action. There is also an emerging body of literature on the desirability or otherwise of distrust and the role that this may itself play in promoting the adequate functioning of society (Hardin, 1999 (Hardin, , 2002 Levi, 1999) . In respect of the latter, Zand (1972) , for example, defined trust as "a willingness to increase one's vulnerability to a person whose behavior is beyond one's control" (p. 231); E. Anderson and Weitz (1989) described it as "one party believing that its needs will be fulfilled in the future by actions taken by the other party" (p. 315); whereas defined it as "a party's expectation that another party desires co-ordination, will fulfill obligations and will pull weight in the relationship" (p. 12). It is the latter of these two categories of trust that concerns us here.
But why should trust matter? Whereas few empirical studies have addressed the role of trust in relation to nonprofit-donor relationships, numerous studies have addressed the role of trust in influencing relationships between companies and customers (e.g., see Dodgson, 1993; Hallen, Johanson, & Mohamed, 1991; Zaher & Venkatraman, 1995) . These studies conclude that higher levels of trust improve the likelihood that a relationship will be entered into. They also illustrate that, where a relationship already exists, higher levels of commitment will be generated by virtue of the presence of trust and that higher levels of both sales and loyalty will accrue as a consequence (E. Anderson & Weitz, 1989; Blau, 1964; . In such relationships, trust is viewed as particularly important where intangible services are provided, because consumers often lack objective criteria to assess the performance of a relationship (Coleman, 1990) . This has resonance with the voluntary sector context where not only is the service provided to donors often highly intangible (Polonsky & MacDonald, 2000) , but the service provided to the beneficiary group as a consequence of a donation can frequently not be assessed by donors at all. They must rely on the nonprofit to deliver the benefits to society that have been either explicitly or implicitly promised (Hansmann, 1980) . Studies specifically addressing the role of trust in fostering donations are rare, but the themes of research echo those of the corporate studies alluded to above. Authors such as Burnett (1992) , Saxton (1995) , and Sargeant (1999) have all argued that higher degrees of trust in a voluntary organization may be associated with a greater willingness to (a) become a donor and (b) give greater sums. Indeed, this seems logical given that donors who do not trust the trustees of an organization to apply their funds appropriately would be unlikely to offer a substantial proportion of their giving to the organization concerned. However, empirical evidence is lacking, and it remains unclear whether the impact of trust should be viewed as direct and associated with higher donations or indirect and mediated through the construct of relationship commitment.
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RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT
Moorman, Zaltman, and Deshpande (1992) defined commitment as "an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship" (p. 316), and their definition is typical of those presented in the literature. Although there is now increasing interest in the construct on the part of management researchers, the role of commitment in human relationships has long been the focus of discussion in the psychology literature. Writers such as Rusbult (1983) ; Bui, Peplau, and Hill (1996) ; Lydon and Zanna (1990); and Agnew et al. (1998) have shown that commitment is a primary indicator of (subsequent) relationship behaviors and that it is born of a complex set of determinants including trust. Drawing on early work in this field, other writers have hypothesized that a similar relationship might exist in the context of relationships that individuals might have with business organizations (Gruen et al., 2000; Gundlach, Achrol, & Mentzer, 1995; Kim & Frazier, 1997) . So-called relationship marketing theory posits that trust affects commitment that, in turn, drives behavior. In their now classic work, conducted in the business context, Morgan and Hunt (1994) were the first to demonstrate empirically that such a relationship exists, and their work has been successfully replicated since (e.g., Pritchard, Havitz, & Howard, 1999) . Indeed, it would seem logical to regard trust as a precursor of commitment, because commitment, by definition, will always involve some degree of self-sacrifice and is unlikely to occur under circumstances where trust is absent (E. Anderson, Lodish, & Weitz, 1987; Gabarino & Johnson, 1999) . It therefore seems fair to hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1: There is a positive causal link between the degree of relationship commitment and donor giving behavior. Hypothesis 2: There is a positive causal link between the degree of trust and donor giving behavior mediated by commitment.
OPERATIONALIZING THE CONSTRUCTS TRUST
It is clear from the foregoing that the concept of trust has been diversely interpreted thereby making the development of a definition of trust applicable to the voluntary sector context (and hence operationalization) problematic. Of the pertinent extant work, the definition offered by Deutsch (1973) of trust as one's expectation about the likelihood that a desirable action will be performed by a trustee is attractive. Other authors have moved from this to a narrower definition of trust as an assessment of the goodwill and reliability proffered by others (Cummings & Bromiley, 1996; Sabel, 1993) . In this article, however, we follow Hosmer (1995) who has conducted the most extensive review of this topic to date and who, as a consequence, defined trust as
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The reliance by one person, group or firm upon a voluntarily accepted duty on the part of another person, group or firm to recognize and protect the rights and interests of all others engaged in a joint endeavor or economic exchange. (p. 393) This is particularly persuasive in the voluntary sector context where one is reliant as a donor on a voluntary trustee to ensure that the desired impacts are achieved with the beneficiary group. In modeling trust, previous studies have tended to regard trust as either a cognitive expectation/affective sentiment or as a risk-taking behavior/willingness to engage in risk behavior (McAllister, 1995) . Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman (1993) combined these approaches to generate a higher order construct. Despite the utility of their model, Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) argued that it is often more helpful to consider the components where the intention of the study is to identify areas of weakness and derive remedial action.
In attempting to measure trust, we therefore follow Swan and Nolan (1985) and Moorman et al. (1993) in identifying key behaviors indicative of the presence thereof. The extant literature suggests that five key actions may be indicative of trust, namely, relationship investment (Smith, 1998) , influence acceptance (Blau, 1964) , communication openness (J. Anderson & Narus, 1984) , forbearance from opportunism (John, 1984) , and control reduction. It should be noted, however, that these trusting behaviors were developed through research in the commercial sector, and we argue here that some modification may be required to develop relevance to the realm of donor-charity relationships. Specifically, the division between the market for resource attraction (i.e., funding) and resource allocation (i.e., programs) renders the issue of control problematic. Although in the commercial sector buyers may frequently engage in behaviors designed to monitor the activities of suppliers, a typical charity donor is not well placed to undertake this form of research. We therefore focus on the following four behaviors.
Relationship investment. Following Smith (1998), we define this factor as the extent to which the donor is willing to offer resources, effort, and attention, which are specific to the relationship and to the nonprofit organization (see also Heide & John, 1988; Jackson, 1985) , and we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2a: There is a positive causal link between the degree of relationship investment and donor giving behavior mediated by commitment.
Mutual influence.
Numerous marketing studies have postulated that the extent to which a customer voluntarily alters his or her behavioral pattern and/or behaviors to accommodate the organization's intentions is indicative of trust (e.g., see Heide & John, 1992; Kelman, 1961) . In the fundraising context, mutual influence may be defined as the extent to which
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Sargeant, Lee the donor feels that their views have been influenced or shaped by the nonprofit and the extent to which they believe that they might, in turn, influence the policy of that organization. We posit:
Hypothesis 2b: There is a positive causal link between the degree of mutual influence and donor giving behavior mediated by commitment.
Communication acceptance. The marketing literature suggests that the extent to which a donor welcomes meaningful and timely communications from the organization concerned is indicative of trust (J. Anderson & Narus, 1990; Etgar, 1979; Moorman et al., 1993) . J. Anderson and Narus (1990) suggested that communication acceptance is an antecedent of commitment, but they also noted that "in subsequent periods . . . this accumulation of trust leads to better communication" (p. 45). Because we test our model only at one specific point in time, we may only posit that a donor's positive reaction to past communications will result in higher levels of commitment.
Hypothesis 2c:
There is a positive causal link between the degree of communications acceptance and donor giving behavior mediated by commitment.
Forbearance from opportunism. Our final indicative trust behavior may be defined as the extent to which the donor resists opportunities to invest their funds elsewhere. There is sufficient evidence from the literature to support the view that donors who trust a voluntary organization to use their funds appropriately would be less likely to forgo their support in favor of other household expenditures and/or the support of other voluntary organizations (e.g., . Thus, we follow Morgan and Hunt (1994) and posit that forbearance should be regarded as indicative of trust, which, in turn, drives ongoing commitment to the relationship. This seems logical a priori given that the presence of trust would be necessary to prompt such behavior thereafter limiting an ability to indulge in other expenditures and thus committing the individual to the organization concerned. However, it is worth noting that authors such as Salancik (1977) would disagree, preferring to regard forbearance as a component of commitment. For this reason, the exact nature of the relationship between these constructs will later be tested empirically. For now, however, we posit:
Hypothesis 2d: There is a positive causal link between the degree of forbearance from opportunism and donor giving behavior mediated by commitment.
It should be noted that, in delineating these four behaviors, we are attempting to operationalize trust only in the context of a donor's relationship with a specific organization. Although many of the behaviors highlighted above
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could also be examined at a sectoral level, we are not concerned here with trust in the voluntary sector as a whole. For a lengthier discussion of the relationship between trust in the sector and trust in specific organizations, see Sargeant and Lee (2002) . In attempting to operationalize these four dimensions of trust, because existing measurement scales were not in existence, the procedures recommended by Churchill (1979) were adopted. A set of measurement items for each construct was developed, refined, and assessed for validity/reliability. Following a detailed process of scale purification, the measurement scales illustrated in the appendix were adopted.
RELATIONSHIP COMMITMENT
Previous studies examining consumer commitment to an organization have modified scales of employee commitment to measure the construct (Kelly & Davis, 1994) . As noted above, we follow Moorman et al. (1992) who conceptualized relationship commitment as "an enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship" (p. 316) and adopt the scale employed by Morgan and Hunt (1994) for the purpose of measurement. Reliability is assessed by alpha coefficients, and acceptable results have been reported for this scale. During our own pretest, an acceptable alpha of .86 was obtained. Figure 1 summarizes the hypothesized model of the relationship between trust, commitment, and behavior. We shall subsequently refer to this as the mediated effects model (MEM). Authors such as Bagozzi and Yi (1988) have argued that, rather than simply test a given structure, researchers should compare the performance of their hypothesized models with that of alternatives. Morgan and Hunt (1994) recommended comparison with direct-effects models (DEMs), which allow the researchers to test the specification and determine whether mediation is, in this case, the most accurate way to describe the role of commitment's link with behavior. Figure 1 thus contains two rival representations of commitment. In each case, relationship commitment is seen as an outcome of the presence of trust. The first model, DEM1, allows the researchers to test the direct impact of trust on both commitment and behavior. It may thus be later determined through analysis which of the two models, MEM or DEM1, offers the most effective explanation of behavior. Comparison with DEM2 will then answer a final question: Namely, do the previously significant effects of trust on behavior (identified above) become nonsignificant when the path between commitment and behavior is opened? Comparisons between these three models should, hence, determine the role of relationship commitment in explaining donor behavior.
MODEL TESTING
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To undertake the comparison, a sample of 1,000 known charity givers to four specific organizations was generated at random from a commercially available list. A postal survey was developed and dispatched in autumn 2000. In total, 342 replies were received, of which 8 were incomplete or unusable, resulting in a usable response rate of 34.2%. It was not possible to assess the extent of nonresponse bias with respect to primary demographics (e.g., gender, age, and employment) owing to the random method of sample selection and the anonymity of respondents. However, potential nonresponse bias was checked following Armstrong and Overton (1977) with a chi-square of the first 25% respondents compared to the final 25%. The rationale here is that the last 25% of respondents are more likely to resemble nonrespondents. The tests revealed no significant differences (p > .05) between these two groups on any of the research variables.
Confirmatory analysis was undertaken using Amos 4 exploring the hypothesized relationships between trust, commitment, and giving. In respect of the latter, respondents were asked to indicate the amount they had donated to a charity during the past 12-month period. Because this distribution was skewed, we follow Lindahl and Winship (1992) and take a log transformation of this variable to improve model fit. The details of the resultant models are depicted in Table 1 .
Testing the MEM. The MEM holds that a single causal path from commitment to behavior provides the best explanation of how giving develops. The model restricts the four trust behaviors so that they may have only indirect relationships with giving mediated by commitment.
The overall fit of the model (as demonstrated by the indexes) is quite satisfactory and suggests that increases in trust would tend to lead to increases in commitment. It is interesting to note that a relationship may also be discerned between commitment and giving, although the R 2 suggests that many other factors may influence actual giving behavior. This is a view widely supported in the literature where demographic variables such as age, income, occupation, and attained educational level have all been shown to have an impact (e.g., see Sargeant, 1999) . The role of these variables was not addressed in the present study. Commitment, it would appear, is only one of a number of variables with the capacity to influence giving behavior.
Each of the five direct pathways specified in the model had significant structural coefficients (p < .01) explaining more than 80% of the variance in commitment. Forbearance from opportunism and communications accep-
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Sargeant, Lee tance made the strongest contribution to commitment. This model also allows us to build our first argument for the mediating impact of commitment, because all the trust behaviors had an effect on commitment and commitment had an effect on giving.
Testing the DEMs. Competing models proposing direct links between trust and behavior were also examined. As previously with the MEM, the DEM1 was found to have significant chi-square statistics and a range of acceptable fit indexes. It should be noted, however, that these were somewhat lower than their MEM counterparts and that the parsimonious Normed Fit Index favors the MEM. On balance, therefore, the MEM model is to be preferred.
The second direct-effects model was also compared with the MEM. In this case, the path between commitment and giving behavior was opened. The Goodness-of-Fit Indexes revealed that the model performed as well as the MEM, and, as a consequence, chi-square difference tests were employed to determine which model might be favored. The results suggested that the DEM2 and the MEM were no different in terms of their fit. As a consequence, other criteria were needed to evaluate the two models. Although the DEM2 incorporated four further paths, the improvement in the explanation of giving behavior was negligible. It is also worth noting that the parsimonious Normed Fit Index again favored the MEM over the DEM. In light of this analysis, it is therefore reasonable to conclude that the MEM is to be preferred, albeit marginally so.
However, there remains further analysis to be completed. As noted earlier, authors such as Salancik (1977) have argued that many so-called antecedents of commitment in fact represent commitment. To explore this issue, it is necessary to conduct a further examination of the data in Table 1 and, in particular, to compare the performance of the MEM with the DEM1. The DEM1 perspective on trust explained far less about giving behavior than that of the MEM. By contrast, the components of trust in the DEM1 are shown to be more successful in explaining commitment. Explained variance estimates for commitment were higher than for giving. This provides further evidence in support of the MEM's validity and the ability of our operationalization of trust to discriminate between the construct's root tendency and that of a closely related outcome (Ruekert & Churchill, 1984) .
Therefore, in summary, we may conclude from our analysis of Table 1 that the conditions for mediation are met. All four paths in the MEM show that the trust behaviors all have a significant impact on commitment. We have also noted the significant impact of commitment on giving behavior. From a comparison with the DEM1 we can see that, when commitment is constrained, the trust constructs also have a direct impact on giving behavior. Finally, our analysis of the DEM2 established that mediation exists, because previously significant antecedent effects in the MEM became nonsignificant or substantially reduced when the path between the mediator and giving behavior was opened.
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CONCLUSIONS
It is important here to express a number of caveats in respect to our research, because we examined only the relationship between trust, commitment, and one dependent variable. It may well be that trust affects directly other giving behaviors. It could, for example, play a significant role in distinguishing givers from nongivers and might therefore be viewed as an essential prerequisite of offering a gift, even if it subsequently offers comparatively little utility in predicting what the level of that gift may be. Further work, perhaps employing our now-refined measurement scales, would be warranted to establish whether this is indeed the case.
It is also worth noting that the present study relies on donors to accurately specify the amounts given to each organization in the past 12-month period. Recent work conducted by Rooney (2002) draws into question a donor's ability to accurately recall this information. It would therefore be useful to attempt replication of this work, perhaps in partnership with one or more nonprofits that could supply accurate details in respect to the giving behavior of the individuals comprising the sample.
Further research is also warranted to examine the impact of trust from the perspective of the organization. It would be interesting to explore whether donors (and particularly high-value donors) who feel they are trusted by a charity would tend to behave differently from those without such a belief. We are not able to address this point in the present study, because our sample comprises only relatively low-value individuals drawn from U.K. fundraising databases. Although these individuals may have been recruited by a variety of means, they share the fact that subsequent development activity will be undertaken primarily by direct mail. Only individuals giving more than $1,000 per annum (and there are few of these in the United Kingdom) would typically be labeled as high value and subjected to a more personal form of communication where, indeed, feelings of trust on the part of the organization may be imparted. Intuitively, one might expect that those donors who feel trusted by the organization would be likely to give more, but further work would be necessary to establish this.
The research instrument developed for this study will facilitate this work and provides both researchers and charities with an easily administered tool for measuring the degree of trust and relationship commitment engendered in donors to a given organization. Such measures are important, because they have been shown to affect the nature of giving. Indeed, the wider literature suggests that, aside from the amounts that a donor might be willing to donate, constructs such as trust and commitment will also affect variables such as loyalty and donor lifetime value (e.g., Dick & Basu, 1994; Jacoby & Kyner, 1973) .
The strength of a donor's commitment to the relationship with a nonprofit has been shown here to be a function of a complex causal structure driven by trust (as evidenced by four key behaviors). The results suggest that relationship commitment is maximized by the extent to which trust is present. Indeed,
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Sargeant, Lee although mediated by commitment, higher levels of support are broadly associated with higher levels of donor trust. Fostering trust and inculcating donors to exhibit each of the four behaviors listed should therefore be a matter of concern for all fundraisers. The literature suggests that, to achieve this goal, fundraisers can manage the antecedents of trust and the manner in which these are presented and developed through their communications with donors. Factors such as the perceived ethics/judgment of the organization, the extent to which the purpose of the organization is felt to be benevolent, and the degree to which the nonprofit is perceived as having the necessary skills, abilities, and knowledge for effective task performance have all been shown to develop trust (Kennedy, Ferrell, & LeClair, 2001; McFall, 1987; Morgan & Hunt, 1994) . Similarly, in this context, the perceived quality of the service provided by the organization to donors has been shown to be an antecedent of trust (Kennedy et al., 2001; Sargeant & Lee, 2002) . We may thus conclude that communicating these dimensions to donors and delivering a high standard of service from the fundraising department would be likely to increase levels of trust that would, in turn, build commitment and stimulate higher levels of giving (see also Handy, 2000) .
Our results also highlight the pivotal and fruitful role of commitment and demonstrate that, in seeking to facilitate giving, it is not enough for organizations to focus on building trust alone. Even large increases in trust will have only a minor impact on giving behavior where levels of commitment are low. Thus, although they should look to build trust, organizations are also advised to consider developing other nontrust-based antecedents of commitment. For example, one might expect that the duration and nature of the previous relationship a donor might have had with an organization and the degree of personal association with the cause might also affect commitment. Supporters of a cancer society, for example, might reasonably be expected to exhibit higher degrees of commitment if the cause has previously touched their life in some way. Similarly, if an individual has acted as a trustee or volunteered time to engage in service provision, it would seem likely that commitment would be built and that, as a consequence, they would be willing to engage in higher levels of giving. Indeed, there is support for these propositions in extant studies with constructs such as goal congruence, familial utility (i.e., the extent to which friends or family have benefited from the cause), appropriate recognition, and multiple engagement (i.e., being involved with a nonprofit in more than one capacity) being shown to build commitment to the cause (Bruce, 1994; Sargeant & Lee, 2002; Sargeant, West, & Ford, 2001) . It is important to note, however, that empirical work in relation to commitment is limited, and further work would be necessary to explore other potential antecedents.
It is interesting to note that many charities have already intuitively recognized the significance of commitment by building this dimension into the relationship they now have with their supporters. In the United Kingdom, this has been accomplished by moving away from so-called cash asks to fundraising
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products that commit the donor to regular support each month and building closer relationships between the donor and the beneficiary of the gift. Schemes such as Sponsor a Child, Adopt a Granny, or Sponsor a Dog have proved highly successful in building commitment and increasing average gift levels/ building donor lifetime value. Finally, it would appear, as we mention above, that a relationship does exist between relationship commitment and total donations offered to a charity in a given year. It is important to note that this relationship is nonlinear and somewhat weak. As noted above, this is perhaps not surprising given that a plethora of other factors are known to drive individual giving behavior. Our results thus suggest that it is important not to overstate the role of trust and commitment in facilitating higher levels of giving. Although these factors have been shown to have a clear relevance, fundraisers looking to increase the level of gifts accruing to their individual organization would be well advised to consult the wider giving literature for appropriate avenues to pursue. This is a particularly important finding given the present managerial and policy focus on trust as a means of fostering greater levels of participation in giving and engendering larger gifts (Charity Commission, 2001 Stoker, 2002; Strategy Unit, 2002) . Our results suggest that this emphasis is misplaced. First, there is a need to consider the role of commitment and its nontrust-based antecedents as we note above, and second, even in circumstances where all the components of our model are attended to, the resultant impact on giving behavior is likely to be small. Policy makers and voluntary sector managers, therefore, need to revise their expectations of the significance of trust in charity-donor relationships. 
Relationship Commitment
The relationship I have with (this charity) is something I am very committed to. The relationship I have with (this charity) is something I intend to maintain indefinitely. The relationship I have with (this charity) deserves maximum effort to maintain.
a. Reverse-coded item.
